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ABSTRACT 

Hf^ssago strategies relating to information abou 
social pLODlems nuch as drug abuso have been based on the ansum 
that 43Xposurti to relevant information via mass media ulll rosul 
behavior modification* Thoro is need, hovever, for scientific i 
into methods of information acquisition and perceptual response 
information. A tuo*part study in Connecticut was designed to ut 
objective and subjective measurements of viever response to pub 
servicu drug abuse com&tercials. Th^ fir^t experiment provided 
comparative evaluations of the qualities of five television 
comiKjrcials according to their potency, conventionality, realis 
qualities, predictability, and informational values* In the sec 
experiment, galvanic skin response measurements uere used to 
determine messcige^goTierated attcntj^on as subjects were looking 
of the commercials; this vas followed by posttost ratings* Resu 
indicated that **lkard sell** aessages against drug abuse u^e 
{threatening, emotional, or disturbing approaches) appear to be 
reliable for measurement of viewer perception regardless of the 
amount of attention generated during the actual viewing period* 
Attention arousal is important as a determinant of 
communication-generated behavior but^ is not necessarily related 
the receiver*£; perceptual response and degree of persuasion* (R 
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This report is one of a series of descriptive and 
predictive studies into the cognitive^ affective and 
behavioral responses to drug abuse information. Project 
DAIR (irug Abuse Information Research), proposes to de- 
fine dimensions of information seeking and utili2ation 
that relate to drug abuse. Investigations in this series 
develop and implement the instrumentation for a methodology 
vhich includes surveys^ experimental manipulations, field 
experinyents and modeling. One goal of the series is the 
development of a stochastic behavioral model which alloKs 
the prediction of drug use behavior consequent to specified 
expos\ire from drug abuse information. 
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The communication Eipeoialitit in frequently engaged iri formu- 
lating metJimge £;trategie£: with the intention of affecting the be- 
havior(£?) of Eipe.cifiecl £jet£i of receiversi. In the area of £)Ocial 
problems: fjuch asi drug abu£;e , the^e £jtrategy application£i have here-^ 
tofore relied on the apparent a£mumption that exposure to *'rele" 
vant" informa'^ion (via maf;£3 media channeUO will £jomehow refrult 
in more "rational'* behavior choiceii (cf. Hanneman and McEwen, in 
prefSFi) . While the validity of thitt a£j£Jumption ha£;, of C0Lirr>e, been 
que£:tioned (Etzionip I972), empirical a£JBe£iSMent of me£ifiage-gener- 
ated effects in the social problem and drug abuse areas? hasi not 
been attempted* The apparent need for ficientific inquiry into the 
nature and extent of vievver response to ^'perfjuanive*^ mafjf? media 
E^timuli constitutes: the bauis for the presient invetjtigation < More 
£;pecif ically, thisi £jtudy iv> aimed at providing a preliminary exami- 
nation of the relevant resjpom^e factors asisociated with the pro- 
ceKMing of information which may ultimately determine behavioral 
impact. A pilot examination of thin type would fierve at? an ini-^ 
tial tent of available methodologies; and procedures and would thufs 
provide a batun for expanded tenting of communication titrategien. 

In attempting to formulate predictibni^. of adopter or con- 
Evumer reactions to inrtovationfi , both marketing and diffusion re- 
£jearcher£i have relied on informational and affective refjponse mea- 
£vure£? afi data input (e.g. Howard and Tiheth, I9685 Rogers with 
5;hoemafcer, 1971? McEwen, in press). Apparent con£iensu£i among 
thef;e theorit7t£f undertjcore fi the necessity of consiidering both mea- 
Ejures of information acquiEjition and perceptual reespon^e (e*g,^ 
£jee Leavitt, 1970) < 

Information A ccLui^iition 'Measures^ . Given that information 
made available to an individual (potential receiver) ^ a requifiite 
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for any type of information-generated effect i£J attention to the 
metiEiage (nchraimn and Robertr>, 1971? Bakan, I966). Theoretically! 
information gain ( acqaitdtion) i£j a direct function of meneiage- 
generated uncertainty (Miller, 1951)> According to Berlyne (i960), 
uncertainty about a mesifjage leads to autonomic aroutsal, hence faci- 
litating exploration of the r.timulufi field. oUch exploration de- 
creatieii when information in the stimulus pattern (mesjE^^age) hati been 
assimilated and uncertainty hati thua fallen to £3ome thretihold level* 

In order to index thin potentially functional information 
£3earch-generating property of a stimulufj, meatjures of arou£jal have 
been employed. Berlyne (I96I) relied upon galvanic tskin re^ponfie 
measrures aaj one indicant of autonomic arousal* Thes^e meatmres were 
reported by Berlyne an varying directly with the surpr i£3ingneB£i 
and novelty of the fitimulut: presented. In a inore pertinent appli- 
cation of thiii research paradigm to the inve^Jtigation of meaning^f ul 
communication fitimuli (televised scenetJ of violent action) f Hanne- 
man (I97I) tjimilarly used G^R measuref; as indices of message- 
pr.od uced aroueial . 

In addition to the phytdological indices of information ac-* 
qui^Jition such as GSR, alternative quet^tionnaire technique's have 
been applied to the measurement of information gain. These mea- 
s'urefj range from simple assessment of recognition and/or recall 
(such ar> are commercially provided by Gallup and Robinuon and by 
?>tarch) to more complex indices of salience or "meaningf ulnesn" 
of communication fjtimuli (eig* the verbal involvement measure pro- 
posed by Krugman, I9661 and the re£;ponse structure meafiure deve- 
loped by Leav.itt, I968), 

Perceptual Response Measjures * A wide variety of indices of 
^ consumer/adopter evaluations? have been used as guides to predict- 
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ing adoption behavior # Thene meanuren are typically ta£;ed on acme 
number of qootttionnaire £tcalin£ devicesi of varyinf; complexity 
which are desugn^d to tap anpecti; of perceptual ref;pont;e (i^obert- 
£jon, I97I)* 

Destpite the probl^msi involved one form of behavior in a spe- 
cified environment on the ba£*i53 of a different form of behavior 
(verbal behavior) in a different meaf;urement environment (cf# 
Wickerf 1969)1 the potential utility of combinationf; of perceptual 
meatiure*^ Sieems; well documented # \Vell£* (196U) reported that mea- 
Kureti of affect (rating;;) were better predictor£> of product .salen 
than were meanures^ of recall or recognition* Palda (I966), deo* 
pite hit! diitavowal of "ytepwiue" adopticn/purchatje modelSf ha£3 re- 
ported data which support the contention that certain evaluation;? 
are highly correlated with purcha£>e behavior* Aggregate data re- 
ported by f;£L£iael and Day (I968) indicate the utility of evaluation 
mea£mre£t for predicting future adoption behavior (sales)* McEwen 
(in pre£;£0 described a £;imulation model who£je application f;ugge£itf5 
the apparent utility of purchase projection£j ba£5ed in part on 
mennage-'generated con£*ainer perception?; of the product* 

Of greater immediate relevance to examining drug abu^se commu- 
nication ir> the IicEwen. (I972) inverjtigation of the relevant dimen- 
£iiontJ of perceptual retipon£;e to televif^ed drug abu£ie mer*Hage£i* 
Batted on a factor analyfu;; of refjpondent-generated des^criptor term?:, 
the author propotjed an examination of four ba£iic factors; compriti- 
ing viewer perceptionn* relevant per53uaf5ion (factual; makesj £;en£5e)? 
negative evaluation ( worthleH£3 ? overdone ) ; creative stimulation 
(uniques creative); hard f;ell ( di£5turbingt emotional)* In a follow- 
up £;tudy, McEwen and Wittbold (I972) employed then perceptual 
^ fjcalej^i in a£t£ie£;fiing the "perrmafiivenesti" of five mef;£iage£j (drug 
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abune public Eiervice commercials) # Re??Ultant data indicated that 
the ''hard siell" dimentvion wati motit discriminating with respect to 
the commercial £Jtimali tefited and wati alfio mont reliable (5 com- 
ponent Hcalen? reliability index of #87) « 

The present situdy wa£j defiigned atJ , an exploratory invefjtiga- 
tion utilizing both objective (galvanic sjkin response) and subjec- 
tive {perceptual evaluation) i}iea£3ure£j of viewer re£{pon£;e to public 
sjervice drug abu£;e commercial£i # Thifi research waii therefore in- 
tended to provdie a preliminary examination-* in two partf? » of the 
range of resjponfsesj exhibited by viewercs in cla^itJroom and ncn-- 
clasi£iroom aettingni and alno to allow for nome initial comparision£! 
among the variousj obtained mear/urefi of information acquisition and 
perceptual refjpon£ie# 

Experiment :^l'n Comparative Evaluations 

Methodu and Procedureii * The firf^t ntudy in thifj two part ^ 

£jeries waH defdgned to provide comparative judgments; of the informa- 

tional quality of the five cominercial£i # The fjtudy incorporated 

r^calar mSaMureri and rankingf) of ine^ifiage-generated uncertainty 

(Hanneman, 1971) in order to examine the .apparent predictability 

of the litlmulun communicationfu 

ntimuli j^ In order to afford nome comparability with the 

earlier PIcEwen and Wittbold inve£jtigation, the tjame five . commercial 

Ejtimuli were employed* The commercialsi were aB followe;* 

1, "LSD, the Wonder Drug" (6o nee*? PIMH) 

2* "'Bill CoE^bysi r.peed Killa" (30 £iec*V \nm) 

3* "The Truth About Kari juana" (60 fiec; MIMH ) 

'U. "Bad Trip" (60 fsec? IvIlViH) 

5. "Neighborhood Junkie" (30 nec*? NIMH) 

Ml coTTimercialf; were ^iho^^ to re£ipondentB via £;tandard Bell 

and Howell 16 mm tiound projectorBo 

9^- Mea£yurement n The sJtudy^ employed a fielf-adminintered 
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queritionnaire contiiEiting of ten, . fieven- interval bipolar rating 
tjcaleti plat; a qaetition asikin.c^ whether the fitimulutJ mefif^age had ever 
been sjeen before # f^ix of the ncalen were ^jelectecl to reprefient the 
"potency" dimentsion of meaning (Ongoocl, Huci and TannenbauTn» 195?) i' 
hard-£Jof t ( sitrong-weak f heavy-light t mat^.oaline- feminine ; aggre sjaive- 
nonaggresisive ? tenacioaH-yielding# In addition, bipolar tjcales to 
afuie^iti the conventionality , realistic quality, pred ictability and 
informativenensj of the mennagen were included* End-pointf* for 
the ^'potency'* ucalefJ were randomly reflected and all flcalefj were 
verbally anchored at each interval* 

Procedure s Initially, £!ix judgen reviewed the five com- 
mercialE! and selected the point of apparent highest uncertainty 
( operationalised a£i that scene in the presented message where it 
£jeemed to be leant po£5sible to predict the contents and outcome of 
the rent of the commercial)* Com5en£iuu watj required in order for 
a scene to be identified afi the point of maximum uncertainty, and 
in each injjtance, unanimous agreement waf5 reached* 

Hubjectn con£dsted of an intact clafjfi of 30 students in an 
introductory communication courne at the Univerf^ity of Connecticut* 
The Bet of five meo£mge£*j wafi prefjented t;o the £vubjects twice* Dur- 
ing the first showings* each commercial wafi eJtopped at the point of 
previoussly- judged Tnaximum uncertainty and each subject waFi asked 
to predict what would happen in the next scene* Obtained responsen 
were uned primarily for diagnostic purpOGer> and thus will not be 
presented * 

Each nubject then viewed the set of commerc ialfi again. After 
each message was re-presented, the projector waf? stopped and the 
fmbjects were asked to complete the commercial uncertainty f^cales* 
^Aifio, after all messages had been £>hovm for the second time and 
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uncertainty ratings^ were cotnpletedt t^abjects were reqaes^ted to rank 
order the five commercialf^ according to perceived predictability 
(froTi^jjg^t to leant predictability), amount of interefit (Tno^^JfeteJi^ 
leaj^t interefiiting) , and complexity (mo£it to leant complex). 

Re&ialt£j i Table 1 below lintfi the re^ultfi. of the Mcalar 
measmre^j of the five commercialrr. Since the data are intended to 
be auggetitive, £Jtati£;tical tefiHii of results arc. not' reported * 
Experiment 1 wa£; detiigned to provide preliminary information re- 
garding commercial performance (particularly perceived potency and 
uncertainty) and to £ierve ats a prototype for'more expanded inquiry. 
Obtained comparative rating data do £5ugge£^>t that commercial 
("Bad Trip") watr tjeen a£j relatively powerful (hard? strong) and 
unconventional, while commercial£i #2 0;Bill Couby*') and ^^5 ("Neigh- 
borhood Junkie") were perceived at'j lower in potency. The latter 
commercial wa£i al£^o judger- a£; leafi^t predictable. Rankingf; of the 
five metiGagen further reinforce the lower predictability of f5 and 
the greater intere^]t value in the more complex commercial #U. 
Commercial rating data nhow evidence of some ref^ponee fjet/cpn£iifit- 
ency biati in operation in that rankingfi on the ba£U£3 of complexity! 
informativenefin and predictability appeared to be efi^entially the 
fsame. r>uch would not have been the prediction baemd on informa*^ 
tion theory which, an dificuwned previouEily, would equate complexity 
and interesjt v;ith a lack of predictability o Some fjiiriilarity i£? 
noted with the McEwen and Wittbold (1972) data, however, in that 
the authorf^ reported that "Bad Trip" wa^j perceived a?; highe£3t in 
"Hard r>elX*' (emoLionali ncary) , while the ''Bill Co£'iby" commercial 
waB fi-ieen as low in "Hard r>ell*" The partial comparability of re- 
£iultB in theije two fiitudien, conducted at different timen and in 
("iifferent tefjting tJituationfj (absolute vs. comparative ratings) 
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providesi, then^ v>ome argument for the utility of the cla+.a obtained* 

Table 1- 
about here 

Experiment rZi Phyi^iolog:ical Weanureg^ and Abfiolute Ratin^^i 

Methods and Procedure.^ * In the siecond part of thisi net of 
pilot inqiiiriefi^ thirty volunteer f^ubjects^, drawn from previousjly 
untet^ted introductory communication t^tudents!^ viewed one of the 
five commercial mefitjageti (iJtimuli were the £^>ame a£j in experiment 
yl)# r>ubject£i wore randomly asinigned to commercial-viewing treat- 
mentn (n ranging from U to ? per mennage)# Subject^! viewed and 
re£5ponded to the iJtimalufi film alone* 

Upon arriving at the ;ipeech Center^ for the experiment^ aub- 
Jectr^ were greeted and treated in a siimtiilated living-room type 
^setting (seated in a comfortable upholtitered chair with wide arro 
refits in a furnitihedf large room facing a movie screen* Hubjectfi 
had been previou£;ly informed about the required phyuiological mea- 
iiurement and the lack of pain or £3hock- related di.s comfort which 
would emme* y^fter further attempting to put the £Jubject at eaoe, 
electrodes were attached to the fjubject'n fingers (firfjt and third 
fingersi of the left hand) with standard adhetiive collars* Trubjectt^' 
£jkin wafj slightly abraded prior to electrode positioning with elec- 
trode patjte * 

Batje-line G?iR measjures were then obtained from each fiubiect 
for four minutes in order to allow adaptation. Following this 
period, the ffelected commercial was £ihown» the electrodee^ tmbse- 
quently detached » and nubjectf^ completed the posttest rating in- 
.£jtrument# r>ubjects were then debriefed and thanked for their 
participation* 

O 
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Measmrement * Physiological meassurefi were res^ordecl by 
meant; of a Gra£U5 model 7B polygraph, utilizing the 7PI low level 
' DC prw .mplifier to index galvanic sikin retipont-je* Beckman minia- 
ture Biotential Sikin electroclet^ were applied to Siubjectti' fingersj* 
The pof;tte£!t rating in£;trument connitsted of a number of dejj- 
criptorsi tjelected from the four perceptual s^icalesj propoijed by 

i 

McEwen ( I972) a Relevant - Pertsuafjion (makej; t^entse ? honetrt; factual ? 

educational? believable) t 
Negative Evaluation (worn out? overdone t dull f ' 

worth 1 e £j fi 5 aggrava ting ) 
Creative r^timulation (different? unique? novels 

original ? creative ) 
Hard V^ell (£;caryf^ threatening; dijiturb- 

ing? etnotional s thoughts- 
provoking) . 

In addition, Eiubjectsj completed £;everal quecstions; regarding their 
prior drug atje (ever used drugsi before? if "yen," what types:?) 1 
£5ex, age, and previoufj familiarity with the commercial (ever r^een 
thi£i ad before?)* The The 28-item questionnaire wati entirely £>elf- 
adminiiitered 0 
Resiultfi , 

Aroucal * Table 2 below reportts the retailtJi of the phy- 
£!iological aroujial measmret^j obtained from the experimental 5mb- 
jectEw Comparijson of initial bas^eline f^coretj for the five experi- 
mental conditiomi indicated no ^significant differencen among groups o 
Two difference ticoren were then calculated on the ba£)i£i of the con- 

tinually-recorded data* 1. difference between basieline and 

peak" ( the pi^eviously- identified 
point of maximum menEjage uncertainty) ^ 

2. difference between lO-tiecond meaf^ure 
(obtained 10 secondfi after the be-^ 
ginning of the ad) and "peak*' 

Preliminary comparison's among ther>e mea£jure« were conducted 

via t-testii for independent groups. Both dif f erence-ficore measures 

Eiuggest tne arousal generated by message #1 ("LSD") to have csigni- 
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ficantly exceeded (p<.05) that generated by wither commercial #2 
or ■5^i^ ("Bill Cotjby" or "Bad Trip"). 

Table 2, 
about here 

Perceptual Re^ipon^e^i . Table 3 li£j'*^F; obtained resmltti 
in termi-^ of the four perceptual factor?! smployed in thifj study. 
No £jignificant differenceti were obtained with resjpect to the Per- 
fjonal Relevance* Negative Evaluation or Creative ;>timulation dimen- 
fjionsi In accord with reF]ult£i previously obtained by McEwen and 
V/ittbold (1972)1 the Hard Sell factor proved most discriminating 
with regard to thiti set of five coTnmercial meF5nageR# Individual 
comparifjons via t-tents indicated th^t "Bad Trip" and '^Neighborhood 
Junlcie" were percieved ar, significantly more threatenting and emo- 
tional than was '*3ill Cosby," 

Table 3. 
about here 

Additional analy^jefi were performed on two single rating ncales 
included in the pojttent for heuristic purposes ( pern^iaslve ? effec- 
tive),. These analysies are reported in Table U# Commercial ,f3 
('^Truth About harijuana") was perceived as significantly less 
persuasive anci effective (t-test? p<#05) than wither "Bad Trip'' 
or ''LSD.'' 

Table 
about here 

Discussion 

Since both studies were intended to be illustrative and ex- 
ploratory rather than conclusive t interpretation of the implicatioms 
O T obtained results s^hold be cautiour,. The small sample sise 
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(n of U to ?) incorporated in prototype experiment fZ farther in- 
hibits: the esitabliithment of reliable and generalizable refialtiw 
Some preliminary concluidonn may, howeveri be drawn# The "Hard 
Sell" (threatenting? emotional) dimension: of viewer resiponne ap- 
pears: ino£;t reliable and siens^itive to communication strategy dif- 
ferences of the types: tested # The une of objectively-identifiable 
fear appeals in commercials such as "Bad Trip" are thus indeed nan*^ 
ifested in viewer perceptions* Such perceptions are notf howeveri 
apparently tantamount to arousal * The u^e of fear or threat ap- 
peals seemingly does not in itself guarantee mesnage-generated at- 
tention* Indices of attention seem to a large degree independent 
of viewer perceptions* Physiological arousal (in experiment ,^+2) 
correlated as highly as *25 with only three perceptual scales: 
different (*251)» aggravating (*258): scary (*26l)* There may be 
some actual as well as conceptual relationship between physiological 
arousal and "Creative Stimulation, " Both tiets of measures would 
assign maximum attention-generating potential to "LSD, the Wonder 
Drug** and minimal potential to "Bill Cosby: Speed Kills*" hore 
expanded testing would of course be necessary to establish any such 
correspondence more firmly * 

The question remains* however, as to the desirability of high 
arousal* Obviously, as mentioned before* some amount of uncer- 
tainty-generation is necessary and functional* Still, as Leavitt 
(1970) has pointed out, arousal in insTUf ficient in itself* The 
perceived personal utility (Freedman and Sears*, 1965) and relevance 
to the viewer are at least as crucial a determinant of communica- 
tion-genera *ted behavior* 

Insufficient sample size did not permit the subdivision of 
^ pilot study conditions on the basis of prior exposure to the mes- 



iiage or admitted prior drag a.ne# Compariiionii of a5;er vn# non- 
ui^er arouiial and perceptual resiponsie differencesi could both sierve 
afi a partial validation of certian perceptual refipontie categories 
(via a type of extreme-groupn ccmparisson) andf perhap5i more im- 
portantly! iierve tiu an analytic tool for identifying differentially 
effective tjtrategien for targe tted sjubpopulrtionsi # 

^iummary 

The presient Met of two pilot Gti'diet; wati intended to provide 
a preliminary examination of the dimensjiont; and range of viewer 
perception!"; as; related to phyjjiological arout^al. Preliminary data 
supported earlier inquiry related to the iientiitivity of the de- 
rived perceptual factors^ to messuage strategy differencetu Data 
aliiO £>ugge£ited posuiible relationsihipji between phEiiological indi- 
cants; of atxention and certain subjective mea^uresi of perceived 
informativenei;^ and fjtimulation quality* 
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Table !• 

Experiment /I • 
Comparative Ratings and Rankingts 
(r-30) 





r>cale(! (X) 

Potency Conventl Infrmtv Realtitc 
(6) 


Predict 


ilanlcingK 
Complex 


(X) 
Inter. 


Fredc 




25.1 




3.7 


5.5 


5.1 


3.3 


2.9 


3.1 


"CoiJby" 


19.8 


5.1 


J4.J4 


5.1 


5.3 


3.2 


3.7 


2.8 


"Truth" 


23. J+ 


^.7 


5.0 


5.5 




2.U 


2.5 


3.0 


"Trip" 


27,8 


3.8 


J4.8 


5.3 


5.3 


2.U 


2.0 


2.5 


"Junkie" 


17.1 


^.5 


3.7 


J4.8 


U.l 


3.8 


3.8 


3.6 
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Table 2, 

i 

Experiment ,-2 • 
Physiological /^rousial ^^ea^^aref; 



Difference 


"Lf.D " 


"Cosiby" 


"Truth'^ 


"Trip" 


"Junkie" 


^^eafJure 


(n=6} 


(n=7) 


(n=6) 


(n=6} 




1. basie-pealc 


I.7J4 


1,06 


1,5^ 


0,9'+ 




(X) 








2. lO £jec-pealc 


1.21 


0,28 




0,J42 


0.70 


(X) 








(p<.05)i 




t~%e fit 


re £>ult£i* 


Lf.D > Coiiby 


both meaifurest 








LSD > Trip 


(p<.05)? 


both meafiurefj 



Table 3* 
Experiment #2* 
Perceptual Factor Scores^ 
(ab Violate ratings; ) 



Factor Scores: 
(each ii> fium 
of 5 Eicaleti) 


(n-?) 


"Cofiby" 
(n=7) 


"Truth" 
(n=6) 


"Trip" 
(n=6) 


"Junkie'j F 
(n=J4) 1 test 


Pernonal 
Relevance 


19*29 


I6.J43 


17.33 


21.33 


— !■ 

1 

I 
I 

17.75 [0.85 


Negative 
Evaluation 


9*86 


10,43 


13.71 


9,17 


10.50 


1.18 


Creative 
fitimulation 




IO.J43 


12,83 


12.50 


12.75 


0.68 


Hard f;ell 


11,71 

* 


8,56 
p<.05 (df=J4, 


11.17 

25) 


15.50 


IJ4 . 50 


3.99« 



Table 

Experiment #2 • 

Individual Rating ficales 
(abfiolute ratingEj) 





(n=7) 


"COEfby 
(n-7) 


"Truth" 
(n-6) 


"Trip 
in=6) 


" "Junkie" 
Cn=U) 


PersJUaHive 


3.29 


2,IJ4 


2,66 


3,66 


2.75 


Effective 


3.29 


2.IJ4 


2.50 


3.33 


2.80 




t-tetjt 


retiultnt 


Cos{by<Trip 
COEJby<Lr>D 


(p<.05)j 
(p<.05){ 


both meaEJuresJ 
both meatmreE; 
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